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#2A-6/14/88 
STATE OF NEW YORK 
PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD 
In the Matter of 
ELMIRA HEIGHTS TEACHERS' ASSOCIATION, 
Charging Party, 
...--and= - ..- . -CAS-E-NOS-.—U^ -9-0-53—- -— 
and U-9353 
ELMIRA HEIGHTS CENTRAL SCHOOL DISTRICT, 
Respondent. 
JOHN B. SCHAMEL, for Charging Party 
WILLIAM B. STRATTON, for Respondent 
BOARD DECISION AND ORDER 
This matter comes to us on the exceptions of the Elmira 
Heights Central School District (District) to the finding of 
an Administrative Law Judge (ALT), after hearing, that the 
District violated §209-a.l(d) of the Public Employees' Fair 
Employment Act (Act) when, in September 1986, it reduced, and 
then in March 1987, eliminated the "free time" of its three 
sixth grade teachers.-!/ 
Among its exceptions, the District argues that the 
testimony of the Association's own witnesses establishes the 
existence of a jurisdictional defense to the charge. That 
is, the District argues, because Association witnesses 
•1/ The ALJ found that the District did not violate §§209-
a.l(a) or (c) of the Act, and no exceptions have been taken 
from that determination by the Elmira Heights Teachers' 
Association (Association). 
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acknowledged that they use the terms "free time" and 
"preparation time" interchangeably, making no distinction 
between the two, and because the parties' collective 
bargaining agreement contains language covering the issue of 
preparation time, this Board is without jurisdiction 
pursuant to §205.5(d) of the Act over a charge of a change in 
"free" or "preparation" time. 3/ 
The record shows that elementary school teachers in the 
District enjoy certain times during the day when they do not 
have responsibility for teaching classes of students. These 
periods include the following: 8:00 a.m., when teachers are 
required to arrive at the work place, to 8:15 a.m., when 
students arrive, during the day when students for whom the 
teachers are otherwise responsible are at special classes, 
^Article IX F of the parties' agreement provides as follows: 
Elementary preparation time. The 
District recognizes the importance of 
preparation time for its elementary 
teachers. The District will strive with 
its best efforts to insure preparation 
time for its elementary teachers. 
^/Section 2 05.5(d) of the Act provides, in relevant part, as 
follows: 
The Board shall not have authority to 
enforce an agreement between an employer 
and an employee organization and shall 
not exercise jurisdiction over an alleged 
violation of such an agreement that would 
not otherwise constitute an improper 
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such as music, art and library, and the contractually 
provided lunch period, also known by the parties as "duty 
free lunch". Finally, the teachers are away from their 
students from 2:40 p.m., when the students are dismissed, 
until 3:00 p.m., when the teachers1 workday ends. At issue 
in this charge is whether the time away from classes afforded 
to sixth grade teachers at the Cohen Elementary School of the 
District, during a "work/study program" provided to the 
students, constitutes preparation time within the meaning of 
the parties * collective bargaining agreement or some other 
type of time.4^ 
The ALJ found that the rotated "free time" enjoyed by 
^ sixth grade teachers differed from the "preparation time" 
which all teachers enjoy while their students are at special 
programs. This finding is based upon the premise that 
scheduled preparation periods are intended primarily for 
class related work, although time left over could be used for 
personal matters, while "free time" under the rotation system 
could be used for any purpose, including preparation, at the 
teachers1 discretion. 
•^ /The time which is at issue in the instant charge is a 
40-minute period which the three sixth grade teachers rotated 
on an equal basis so as to afford each "free time" during 
one-third of their workdays. The remaining portions of the 
rotation consisted of one teacher having a duty-free lunch 
period, one teacher supervising a study hall, and one teacher 
having a "free time" in addition to his or her duty-free 
lunch period. 
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Having reviewed the record in this case, it is our 
conclusion that, as contended by the District, there is no 
real distinction between "duty-free lunch" and working time 
during which teachers do not have responsibility for teaching 
classes. For example, one of the three sixth grade teachers, 
Glen Gordon, testified that although he defines preparation 
time as the periods when a special teacher is taking his 
classes and free time when there is "no Special teacher 
involved", the activities in which he would engage during 
preparation time and free time would be the same. While 
there was some evidence offered that the rotation provided a 
period when a teacher, in his or her discretion, may not have 
been expected to engage in a teaching function, Gordon 
defined preparation time as "duty-free" time and acknowledged 
that he similarly defined the rotated work/study free time as 
"duty free". Similarly, Dolores Batterson, another of the 
sixth grade teachers, and an Association building 
representative, testified to the synonymity of preparation 
time and "duty free" time as follows: 
Q. Now, what governs preparation time, as you 
understand it, in the Cohen School? 
A. What the teachers call "preparation time," 
when I'm around in the faculty room, we call 
"prep time" when our children are in a class 
other than our own, art, music, gym and 
library. 
Q. And what do you refer to as "free time"? 
A. Any time when I'm not with my students. 
11574 
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And I interchangeably use "free" and 
"prep time". 
Later in her testimony, Mrs. Batterson also stated as 
follows: 
Q. Do you see any difference, Mrs. 
Batterson, between preparation and duty-
free time? 
A. I don't see any difference in the use of 
the terminology, especially in our 
building. I've seen them 
interchanged . . . . 
Q. So as far as you're concerned, "preparation time" 
and "free time" at Elmira Heights Elementary School 
are synonymous? 
A. With our school district, because it 
hasn't been defined in any other way. I 
haven't been told, "This is your prep 
time. This is your free time." I don't 
feel I've ever been told that different 
times of the day are to be called 
different things. 
In conformity with Batterson*s understanding that "duty 
free" time and preparation time are identical, when informed 
by the school principal that the work/study program was being 
reduced, Batterson testified that she said to the principal: 
"This will be a loss of preparation time. And as the 
Association Building Rep I do believe I do understand that a 
reduction in free time is a negotiable item and that the 
impact must be negotiated." 
Finally, the identical treatment of the terms "duty 
free" time and preparation time is particularly apparent in 
the details of the charge. As drafted by the Association, 
the charge alleges that: "The teachers have always made their 
11 
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own arrangements to cover the study hall. They have, for 
example, agreed to have one teacher take the assignment for 
one week, while the other two had preparation time, then a 
second teacher has the duty for a week, etc. . . . " (Emphasis 
added.) Also in the charge, the Association alleges that the 
school district superintendent "was not happy with the •study 
hall1 described as 'down time1 (non-teaching or 
instructional time)," and that the school principal "informed the 
Association that in reviewing the schedule she had noted that the 
sixth grade teachers (with the study hall) had more preparation 
time than other teachers. Therefore, she wanted to equalize the 
preparation time as much as possible. . . [and that the sixth 
grade teachers] have, as a result of the unilateral action of the 
Building Principal, had their free time reduced in violation of 
the Act." (Emphasis added.) 
We find that the free time occasioned by the existence of a 
work/study program for sixth graders in the District is an aspect 
of the contractually provided "preparation time." This finding 
compels the conclusion that the existence of this contractual 
language divests this Board of jurisdiction of the charge, 
pursuant to §205.5(d) of the Act, and makes it unnecessary to 
consider the District's other exceptions. 
Based upon the foregoing, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the 
11576 
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decision of the Administrative Law Judge is reversed, and that the 
improper practice charge be, and it hereby is, dismissed. 
5/ 
DATED: June 14, 1988 
Albany, New York 
larold R^Newmanv Chairman 
Walter L. Eisenberg, Member r 
•^/conditional deferral to arbitration is not appropriate in 
this case in light of the absence of any claim by the 
Association that a grievance has been filed. See Herkimer 
County BOCES. 20 PERB f3050 (1987). 
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STATE OF NEW YORK 
PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD 
In the Matter of 
CIVIL SERVICE EMPLOYEES ASSOCIATION, INC., 
LOCAL 1000, AFSCME, AFL-CIO, 
Petitioner, 
-and- CASE NO. CP-123 
COUNTY OF NIAGARA, 
Employer. 
MARJORIE E. KAROWE, ESQ. (JOSEPH E. O'DONNELL, ESQ., 
of Counsel), for Petitioner 
G. PETER HIGGINS, ESQ., for Employer 
BOARD DECISION AND ORDER 
The Civil Service Employees Association, Inc., Local 
1000, AFSCME, AFL-CIO (CSEA) excepts to the dismissal of its 
petition for unit clarification, filed pursuant to §201.2(b) 
of PERB's Rules of Procedure. In its petition, CSEA seeks a 
determination that the position of Chief Water Treatment 
Plant Operator in the County of Niagara (County) is properly 
encompassed within the scope of its bargaining unit, which 
consists of "all full-time and regular part-time white collar 
employees". 
The Director of Public Employment Practices and 
Representation (Director) dismissed the petition on the 
ground that CSEA failed to meet its burden of proving that 
the position of Chief Water Treatment Plant Operator (treated 
11578 
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as a new position for the purpose of disposition of the 
petition)i/ possesses a community of interest with other 
positions in the bargaining unit. In particular, the 
Director relied upon the fact that the position of Supervisor 
of Water Maintenance, which is directly subordinate to the 
Chief Water Treatment Plant Operator, is excluded from the 
unit, and that the Chief Water Treatment Plant Operator is 
paid on a flat salary basis rather than on an hourly rate 
basis, as is the case with all other bargaining unit 
positions, all flat salary positions being excluded from the 
bargaining unit. 
CSEA argues in support of its exceptions that several 
supervisory titles are encompassed within the bargaining unit 
to which it seeks to add the Chief Water Treatment Plant 
Operator title. However, the record contains no evidence 
concerning the duties of any of the positions mentioned by 
CSEA as belonging to the bargaining unit, or how those duties 
compare to the duties of the at-issue position. Addition-
ally, no explanation is contained in the record concerning 
why the titles alleged by CSEA to be similar to the at-issue 
title are paid on an hourly basis, as compared to the flat 
•i/ Although the position had existed as a "line item" for 
many years in the County budget, it had not been filled for a 
lengthy period of time and was accordingly treated, without 
exception of the parties, as a new position for the purpose 
of the Director's consideration of the petition. 
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salary basis upon which the Chief Water Treatment Plant 
Operator position is paid. 
CSEA further argues that the general recognition clause 
contained in its collective bargaining agreement with the 
County warrants a finding that the Chief Water Treatment 
Plant Operator position is appropriately encompassed within 
the existing unit. However, the general language of the 
recognition clause is limited by other sections of the 
agreement which, among other things, define white-collar 
employees as those employees occupying positions in titles 
listed in Appendix A of the agreement. Furthermore, 
Article 6, §§4 and 5 of the parties1 agreement, entitled 
"Union Rights", appears to provide for the exclusion from the 
agency shop fee provisions of the agreement certain specific 
titles and all flat salary titles. The record evidence 
shows, however, that the titles specifically excluded from 
the agency shop fee provisions are also omitted from the list 
of titles covered by the collective bargaining agreement in 
Appendix A and, accordingly, are presumed to be excluded 
from the bargaining unit. Similarly, the record evidence 
supports the finding that titles for which flat salaries are 
paid are excluded not only from the agency shop fee 
provisions of the agreement but from the agreement 
generally, since it appears that no flat salary positions are 
included in Appendix A of the agreement, nor is there any 
11580 
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provision in the agreement for salary increases for any 
positions other than hourly positions. 
We accordingly find that there is insufficient evidence 
to support CSEA's claim that the Chief Water Treatment Plant 
Operator position is encompassed within the scope of the unit 
it represents. The evidence fails to establish the existence 
of a community of interest between this position and the 
positions in the unit.-2-/ Based upon the foregoing, and the 
other factual findings made in his decision, we affirm the 
Director's decision, and IT IS ORDERED that the petition be, 
and it hereby is, dismissed. 
DATED: June 14, 1988 
Albany, New York 
'Harold R. Newman, Chairman 
•2/ U n i o n d a l e UFSD, 20 PERB ?[3027 (1987) . 
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STATE OF NEW YORK 
PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD 
In the Matter of 
UNITED FEDERATION OF POLICE, INC., 
Charging Party, 
-— —and- CASE NO. U^9527 
TOWN OF BLOOMING GROVE, 
Respondent. 
SCHLACHTER & MAURO, ESQS. (REYNOLD A. MAURO, ESQ., of 
Counsel), for Charging Party 
JACOBOWITZ & GUBITS, ESQS. (DAVID B. GUBITS, ESQ., of 
Counsel), for Respondent 
BOARD DECISION AND ORDER 
This matter comes to us on the exceptions of the United 
Federation of Police, Inc. (Federation) to the dismissal, 
after hearing, of its improper practice charge against the 
Town of Blooming Grove (Town), which alleged that the Town 
violated §2 09-a.l(d) of the Public Employees' Fair Employment 
Act (Act) by unilaterally altering the days off of the 
sergeants in its Police Department (Department). The 
assigned Administrative Law Judge (ALT) held that the 
establishment of "an initial work schedule for [the 
Department's] newly expanded supervisory workforce" 
constitutes a management prerogative, which did not require 
negotiation prior to its implementation. 
1158a 
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It is uncontroverted that the Town's Chief of Police 
unilaterally changed the days off of the three sergeants 
employed by the ^ Department in late February, 1987 in the 
following fashion. Leonard Benedetto's days off were changed 
from Thursday/Friday-^ to Tuesday/Wednesday; Nicholas 
Kuzmiak's days off were changed from Wednesday/Thursday-2-/ to 
Sunday/Monday; and Carl Schupp's days off were changed from 
Sunday/Monday^/ to Thursday/Friday. As a result, Schupp was 
assigned Benedetto's days off, Kuzmiak was assigned Schupp's 
days off, and Benedetto was assigned one of Kuzmiak's days 
off and one day off which had not theretofore been assigned 
as a day off. Characterized in another way, the only change 
in available days off for sergeants was one day off being 
changed from Thursday to Tuesday, so that only one sergeant 
is off on any day of the week, except Saturdays, when no 
sergeants are off.^/ 
•1/Benedetto had had Thursday/Friday days off for 
approximately one year before the at-issue change. 
•^Kuzmiak had had Wednesday/Thursday days off for 
approximately one year following his appointment as a 
sergeant before the at-issue change. 
^/schupp had been promoted to sergeant with Sunday/Monday 
days off approximately one month before the at-issue change. 
4/There is no evidence regarding whether the sergeants 
work the same or different shifts or regarding whether two 
of them were off simultaneously or at different hours of the 
day on Thursdays prior to the change. 
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We disagree with the determination of the ALJ that the 
establishment of the new days off by the Town constituted the 
promulgation of an initial work schedule for its newly 
expanded work force, because the schedules of the three 
affected—serge-ants had—been—in effect—for atleastone^year— 
in two cases and one month in the last case. Treatment of 
the case as the establishment of an initial manning table is 
accordingly inapposite. We, nevertheless, do agree that the 
right of the Town to establish its manpower needs by 
establishing levels of coverage for each day of the week 
constitutes a management prerogative about which the Town was 
not obligated to bargain.-^/ 
' However, we find that the Town violated its duty to 
negotiate in good faith when it unilaterally established the 
work schedules of the employees in the bargaining unit to 
accomplish its purpose of determining the number of employees 
required to work at any given time. This is so because 
alternative schedules could have been devised through the 
negotiation process which would have satisfied the Town's 
manpower needs. This is apparent from the fact that two of 
the sergeants in the bargaining unit acquired the days off of 
others in the unit, together with the fact that split days 
off and rotation of days off are other means of accomplishing 
Vcitv of White Plains. 5 PERB J3008 (1972); City of 
J Buffalo. 14 PERB ^3053 (1981). 
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the same result of having two sergeants on duty each day of 
the week except Saturdays, when three sergeants would be on 
duty. 
Our finding here is in conformity with the long-held 
view of this Board which was described in City of—White 
Plains, supra. We there held (at 3015): "Within the 
framework which the City may impose unilaterally that a 
specified number of fire fighters must be on duty at 
specified times, the City is obligated to negotiate over the 
tours of duty of the fire fighters within its employ." In 
essence, it is the employer's prerogative to determine the 
hours during which it will operate, and the number of 
-
y
 employees in each job category which it needs to operate, but 
the means by which employees are assigned to meet the 
employer's manpower needs is a mandatory subject of 
bargaining. 
6/ 
While, in furtherance of its management prerogative, the 
Town, in the instant case, was entitled to eliminate Thursday 
as a second available day off, and add Tuesday as an 
available day off, it was not entitled, consistent with its 
bargaining duty, to unilaterally change the days off of all 
of the sergeants in the unit. Unilateral reassignment of 
•^/section 204.2 of the Act requires negotiations with respect 
to terms and conditions of employment, which are defined in 
s
-j §201.4 of the Act as "salaries, wages, hours and other terms 
J and conditions of employment." (Emphasis added.) 
11585 
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days off which continued to be available violated the Town's 
duty to bargain. 
Based upon the foregoing, it is our determination that 
the Town violated §2 09.a-l(d) of the Act when it unilaterally 
assignedbargainingunit—members—to different—days off except 
for the change from Thursday to Tuesday as an available day. 
IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that: 
1. The Town cease and desist from failing to negotiate 
in good faith with the Federation concerning the 
assignment of bargaining unit members to days off; 
2. The Town post notice in the form attached at 
locations customarily used to post written 
communications to unit employees. 
DATED: June 14, 1988 
Albany, New York 
rold R. Newman, Chairman S^ Ha wi 
Walter L. Eisenberg, Memb 
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APPENDIX 
NOTICE TO ALL EMPLOYE 
PURSUANT TO 
THE DECISION AND ORDER OF THE 
NEW YORK STATE 
PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD 
and in order to effectuate the policies of the 
NEW YORK STATE 
PUBLIC EMPLOYEES' FAIR EMPLOYMENT ACT 
we hereby notify _ _ ., _ ^, , . 
all employees of the Town of Blooming Grove in the 
unit represented by United Federation of Police, Inc. that the 
Town will negotiate in good faith with the Federation concerning 
the assignment of bargaining unit members to days off. 
•TOWN - OF • BLOOMING • GROVE 
Dated By 
(Representative) (Title) 
This Notice must remain posted for 30 consecutive days from the date of posting, and must not be altered, 
defaced, or covered by any other material. 
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STATE OF NEW YORK 
) PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD 
In the Matter of 
HAROLD ALSTON, 
Charging Party, 
a n d .. CASE NO. U-9032 
TRANSPORTATION WORKERS UNION, 
LOCAL 100 
Respondent. 
HAROLD ALSTON, pro se 
O'DONNELL & SCHWARTZ, ESQS. (MANLIO DI PRETA, ESQ., 
of Counsel), for Respondent 
BOARD DECISION AND ORDER 
This matter comes to us on the exceptions of Harold 
Alston to the dismissal, without hearing, of his charge that 
the Transportation Workers Union, Local 100 (TWU) violated 
§209-a.2(a) of the Public Employees1 Fair Employment Act 
(Act). 
Subsequent to the filing of the charge, a substantial 
exchange of correspondence, together with pre-hearing 
conferences, were conducted by the assigned Administrative 
Law Judge (ALT). Alston was unrepresented during these 
proceedings, until the third pre-hearing conference, and the 
11588 
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correspondence subsequent thereto, which occurred 
approximately six months after the filing of the charge. 1/ 
During the course of the proceedings, the ALT attempted 
to obtain clarification from Alston and his attorney of the 
issues raised in the charge. In doing so, Alston, by his 
attorney, submitted an offer of proof of facts in support of 
the allegation that the TWU breached its duty of fair 
representation in its handling of certain contract and 
disciplinary grievances which Alston had filed against his 
employer, the New York City Transit Authority (Authority). 
In the offer of proof, Alston asserts that his 
grievances were deemed closed and/or handled by the TWU in 
violation of contractual procedures for reasons of improper 
motivation. In particular, Alston asserts that because of 
his frequent complaints during the two years preceding the 
filing of the charge that the relationship between the 
Authority and the TWU "frustrates his and others1 [sic] 
individual rights", "he has been perceived as a disruptive 
force to both the union and employer," (offer of proof) and 
that these factors motivated the TWU to handle his grievances 
in an inappropriate manner. 
In his exceptions, Alston further alleges that the 
-1/Although Alston was represented by counsel during the 
latter part of the proceedings before the ALT, he is 
unrepresented on this appeal. 
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actions of the TWU were "deliberately invidious, arbitrary 
and founded in bad faith." 
The exchange of correspondence and offers of proof 
before the ALJ centered primarily around the issue of whether 
the TWU had the authority to take the steps which it took, 
and conversely, whether it had the authority not to take 
steps which it did not take, in the handling of Alston's 
grievances. In any event, there emerges from the written 
materials submitted to the ALJ a dispute between the parties 
concerning what actions were taken by the TWU and whether it 
had the authority to take those actions. Little of the 
inquiry and material submitted to the ALJ relates to the 
issue of whether the acts or omissions of the TWU were 
improperly motivated or whether there is evidence to support 
Alston's claim that he is perceived by the TWU as a 
disruptive force undeserving of union protections. 
We certainly agree with the ALJ that the alleged acts or 
omissions of the TWU, standing alone, do not set forth a 
prima facie claim of breach of the duty of fair 
representation. However, where, as here, the charging party 
also claims improper motivation based upon his expressed 
dissident views, a different result may apply. 
^/s_ee Long Island Public Service Employees (MacLean), 2 0 
PERB 5[3045 (1987) and Chenango Valley Teachers Assn. (Torto)
 f 
21 PERB 53005 (1988). 
11590 
Board - U-9032 -4 
o 
Our review of the material submitted to the ALJ compels 
us to conclude that allegations have been made by Alston 
which, if proven, might constitute a prima facie case of 
breach of the duty of fair representation in violation of 
§209-a.2(a) of the Act and that there are factual disputes 
between the parties and issues of proof which would best be 
decided by the conduct of further proceedings and/or a 
hearing. 
IT IS ACCORDINGLY ORDERED that the dismissal of the 
charge without hearing be, and it hereby is, reversed and the 
charge is remanded to the Director for the conduct of a 
hearing and/or other proceedings not inconsistent with this 
\ Decision and Order. 
DATED: June 14, 1988 
Albany, New York 
/A^e^/^^k 
Harold R. Newman, Chairman 
t-u- *C • 
Walter L. Eisenberg, Membar 
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STATE OF NEW YORK 
PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD 
In the Matter of 
DARRYL HARWOOD, DONALD RUGGLES, WALTER A. 
HARWOOD, and ALBERT R. YOUNG, JR., 
Petitioners, 
-and- CASE NOS. C-33 69, 
C-3370, C-3371 & 
C-3372 
TOWN OF JACKSON, 
Employer, 
-and-
TEAMSTERS LOCAL 294, 
Intervenor. 
BOARD DECISION AND ORDER 
On February 18, 1988, Darryl Harwood, Donald Ruggles, Walter 
A. Harwood and Albert R. Young, Jr. filed timely petitions for 
decertification of Teamsters Local 294 (intervenor), the current 
negotiating representative for employees in the following unit of 
employees of the Town of Jackson: 
Included: Employees of the Highway Department in the 
title of laborer, MEO or Sr. MEO. 
Excluded: All other employees. 
Upon consent of the parties, a mail ballot election was held 
on May 17, 1988. The results of this election show that the 
majority of eligible employees in the unit who cast valid ballots 
11592 
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) C-3371 & C-3372 
no longer desire to be represented for purposes of collective 
negotiations by the intervenor. 
THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that the intervenor be, and it 
hereby is, decertified as the negotiating agent for the unit. 
DATED: June 14, 1988 
Albany, New York 
Harold R. Newman, Chairman 
Walter L. Eisenberg, Memfefer 
i/ All 5 ballots cast were against representation. 
11593 
#3A-6/14/88 
STATE OF NEW YORK 
PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD 
In the Matter of 
NORTH BABYLON TEACHERS ORGANIZATION, 
NYSUT, AFT, AFL-CIO, 
Petitioner, 
-and- CASE NO. C-3288 
NORTH BABYLON UNION FREE SCHOOL DISTRICT, 
Employer. 
CERTIFICATION OF REPRESENTATIVE AND ORDER TO NEGOTIATE 
A representation proceeding having been conducted in the 
above matter by the Public Employment Relations Board in 
,- accordance with the Public Employees' Fair Employment Act and the 
Rules of Procedure of the Board, and it appearing that a 
negotiating representative has been selected, 
Pursuant to the authority vested in the Board by the Public 
Employees' Fair Employment Act, 
IT IS HEREBY CERTIFIED that the North Babylon Teachers 
Organization, NYSUT, AFT, AFL-CIO has been designated and 
selected by a majority of the employees of the above-named public 
employer, in the unit agreed upon by the parties and described 
below, as their exclusive representative for the purpose of 
collective negotiations and the settlement of grievances. 
Unit: Included: Per Diem Substitute Teachers. 
Excluded: All others. 
( ) 
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FURTHER, IT IS ORDERED that the above named public employer 
shall negotiate collectively with the North Babylon Teachers 
Organization, NYSUT, AFT, AFL-CIO. The duty to negotiate 
collectively includes the mutual obligation to meet at reasonable 
times and confer in good faith with respect to wages, hours, and 
other terms and conditions of employment, or the negotiation of 
an agreement, or any question arising thereunder, and the 
execution of a written agreement incorporating any agreement 
reached if requested by either party. Such obligation does not 
compel either party to agree to a proposal or require the making 
of a concession. 
DATED: June 14, 1988 
Albany, New York 
Harold R. Newman, Chairman 
Walter L. Eisenberg, Member 
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STATE OF NEW YORK 
PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD 
In the Matter of 
UNITED FEDERATION OF POLICE OFFICERS, INC., 
Petitioner, 
-and- CASE NO. C-3307 
VILLAGE OF CANTON, 
Employer, 
-and-
CANTON POLICE ASSOCIATION, ALUMINUM, 
BRICK AND GLASS WORKERS INTERNATIONAL 
UNION, AFL-CIO, 
Intervenor. 
CERTIFICATION OF REPRESENTATIVE AND ORDER TO NEGOTIATE 
A representation proceeding having been conducted in the 
above matter by the Public Employment Relations Board in 
accordance with the Public Employees' Fair Employment Act and the 
Rules of Procedure of the Board, and it appearing that a 
negotiating representative has been selected, 
Pursuant to the authority vested in the Board by the Public 
Employees' Fair Employment Act, 
IT IS HEREBY CERTIFIED that the United Federation of Police 
Officers, Inc. has been designated and selected by a majority of 
the employees of the above-named public employer, in the unit 
agreed upon by the parties and described below, as their 
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exclusive representative for the purpose of collective 
negotiations and the settlement of grievances. 
Unit: Included: Full-time Police Dispatchers, full-time Fire 
Dispatchers/Caretakers for pay purposes, part-
time Police Dispatchers, and Meter 
Checker/School Crossing Guards. 
Excluded: All other titles. 
FURTHER, IT IS ORDERED that the above named public employer 
shall negotiate collectively with the United Federation of Police 
Officers, Inc. The duty to negotiate collectively includes the 
mutual obligation to meet at reasonable times and confer in good 
faith with respect to wages, hours, and other terms and 
conditions of employment, or the negotiation of an agreement, or 
any question arising thereunder, and the execution of a written 
agreement incorporating any agreement reached if requested by 
either party. Such obligation does not compel either party to 
agree to a proposal or require the making of a concession. 
DATED: June 14, 1988 
Albany, New York 
Harold R. Newman, Chairman 
fa-tUcz^ r. 
Walter L. Eisenberg, Membe 
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STATE OF NEW YORK 
PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD 
In the Matter of 
UNITED FEDERATION OF POLICE OFFICERS, INC., 
Petitioner, 
-and- CASE NO. C-3308 
VILLAGE OF CANTON, 
Employer, 
-and-
CANTON POLICE ASSOCIATION, ALUMINUM, 
BRICK AND GLASS WORKERS INTERNATIONAL 
UNION, AFL-CIO, 
Intervenor. 
CERTIFICATION OF REPRESENTATIVE AND ORDER TO NEGOTIATE 
A representation proceeding having been conducted in the 
above matter by the Public Employment Relations Board in 
accordance with the Public Employees' Fair Employment Act and the 
Rules of Procedure of the Board, and it appearing that a 
negotiating representative has been selected, 
Pursuant to the authority vested in the Board by the Public 
Employees' Fair Employment Act, 
IT IS HEREBY CERTIFIED that the United Federation of Police 
Officers, Inc. has been designated and selected by a majority of 
the employees of the above-named public employer, in the unit 
agreed upon by the parties and described below, as their 
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exclusive representative for the purpose of collective 
negotiations and the settlement of grievances. 
Unit: Included: Full-time Police Officers and Sergeants. 
Excluded: All other titles. 
FURTHER, IT IS ORDERED that the above named public employer 
shall negotiate collectively with the United Federation of Police 
Officers, Inc. The duty to negotiate collectively includes the 
mutual obligation to meet at reasonable times and confer in good 
faith with respect to wages, hours, and other terms and 
conditions of employment, or the negotiation of an agreement, or 
any question arising thereunder, and the execution of a written 
agreement incorporating any agreement reached if requested by 
either party. Such obligation does not compel either party to 
agree to a proposal or require the making of a concession. 
DATED: June 14, 1988 
Albany, New York 
—f^^ejz /P. ALUS****^ 
Harold R. Newman, Chairman 
Walter L. Eisenberg, Membe. 
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STATE OF NEW YORK 
PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD 
In the Matter of 
CIVIL SERVICE EMPLOYEES ASSOCIATION, 
LOCAL 870, AFSCME, LOCAL 1000, AFL-CIO, 
Petitioner, 
-and- CASE NO. C-3354 
LINDENHORST UNION FREE SCHOOL DISTRICT, 
Employer, 
-and-
AIDES LEAGUE OF LINDENHURST, 
Intervenor. 
CERTIFICATION OF REPRESENTATIVE AND ORDER TO NEGOTIATE 
A representation proceeding having been conducted in the 
above matter by the Public Employment Relations Board in 
accordance with the Public Employees' Fair Employment Act and the 
Rules of Procedure of the Board, and it appearing that a 
negotiating representative has been selected, 
Pursuant to the authority vested in the Board by the Public 
Employees' Fair Employment Act, 
IT IS HEREBY CERTIFIED that the Aides League of Lindenhurst 
has been designated and selected by a majority of the employees 
of the above-named public employer, in the unit agreed upon by 
the parties and described below, as their exclusive 
representative for the purpose of collective negotiations and the 
settlement of grievances. 
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Unit: Included: All aides, teaching assistants, regular part-
time clerks and clerk-typists assigned to the 
library. 
Excluded: All other employees. 
FURTHER, IT IS ORDERED that the above named public employer 
shall negotiate collectively with the Aides League of 
Lindenhurst. The duty to negotiate collectively includes the 
mutual obligation to meet at reasonable times and confer in good 
faith with respect to wages, hours, and other terms and 
conditions of employment, or the negotiation of an agreement, or 
any question arising thereunder, and the execution of a written 
agreement incorporating any agreement reached if requested by 
either party. Such obligation does not compel either party to 
agree to a proposal or require the making of a concession. 
DATED: June 14, 1988 
Albany, New York 
Harold R. Newman, Chairman 
JLL^ ^ • 
Walter L. Eisenberg, Membe 
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STATE OF NEW YORK 
PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD 
In the Matter of 
TEAMSTERS LOCAL 687, IBT, AFL-CIO, 
Petitioner, 
-and- CASE NO. C-3366 
TOWN OF WADDINGTON, 
Employer. 
CERTIFICATION OF REPRESENTATIVE AND ORDER TO NEGOTIATE 
A representation proceeding having been conducted in the 
above matter by the Public Employment Relations Board in 
accordance with the Public Employees* Fair Employment Act and the 
Rules of Procedure of the Board, and it appearing that a 
negotiating representative has been selected, 
Pursuant to the authority vested in the Board by the Public 
Employees* Fair Employment Act, 
IT IS HEREBY CERTIFIED that the Teamsters Local 687, IBT, 
AFL-CIO has been designated and selected by a majority of the 
employees of the above-named public employer, in the unit agreed 
upon by the parties and described below, as their exclusive 
representative for the purpose of collective negotiations and the 
settlement of grievances. 
Unit: Included: All Town Highway Department employees 
including: Truck Drivers, Motor Equipment 
Operators, Heavy Equipment Operators, Mechanics 
and Laborers. 
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Excluded: All other employees. 
FURTHER, IT IS ORDERED that the above named public employer 
shall negotiate collectively with the Teamsters Local 687, IBT, 
AFL-CIO. The duty to negotiate collectively includes the mutual 
obligation to meet at reasonable times and confer in good faith 
with respect to wages, hours, and other terms and conditions of 
employment, or the negotiation of an agreement, or any question 
arising thereunder, and the execution of a written agreement 
incorporating any agreement reached if requested by either party. 
Such obligation does not compel either party to agree to a 
proposal or require the making of a concession. 
DATED: June 14, 1988 
Albany, New York 
Harold R. Newman, Chairman 
LM4ldL lA^Z. 
Walter L. E i s enbe rg , Membe 
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) STATE OF NEW YORK 
PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD 
In the Matter of 
COMMUNICATIONS WORKERS OF AMERICA, 
LOCAL 1118, AFL-CIO, 
Petitioner, 
-and- CASE NO. C-3375 
CITY OF ALBANY, 
Employer. 
CERTIFICATION OF REPRESENTATIVE AND ORDER TO NEGOTIATE 
A representation proceeding having been conducted in the 
above matter by the Public Employment Relations Board in 
accordance with the Public Employees' Fair Employment Act and the 
Rules of Procedure of the Board, and it appearing that a 
negotiating representative has been selected, 
Pursuant to the authority vested in the Board by the Public 
Employees1 Fair Employment Act, 
IT IS HEREBY CERTIFIED that the Communications Workers of 
America, Local 1118, AFL-CIO has been designated and selected by 
a majority of the employees of the above-named public employer, 
in the unit agreed upon by the parties and described below, as 
their exclusive representative for the purpose of collective 
negotiations and the settlement of grievances. 
Unit: Included: All Public Service Officers. 
Excluded: All other employees. 
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FURTHER, IT IS ORDERED that the above named public employer 
shall negotiate collectively with the Communications Workers of 
America, Local 1118, AFL-CIO. The duty to negotiate collectively 
includes the mutual obligation to meet at reasonable times and 
confer in good faith with respect to wages, hours, and other 
terms and conditions of employment, or the negotiation of an 
agreement, or any question arising thereunder, and the execution 
of a written agreement incorporating any agreement reached if 
requested by either party. Such obligation does not compel 
either party to agree to a proposal or require the making of a 
concession. 
DATED: June 14, 1988 
Albany, New York 
£& -£?^ r""vy*^ /f fuZn. 
Harold R. Newman, Chairman 
/U^CL 4fc. Z-
Walter L. Eisenberg, Member 
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M E M O R A N D U M 
J u n e 9 , 1988 
TO: The Board 
FROM: Martin L. Barr 
RE: Proposed Rule Making 
I hereby request the Board to include in its minutes 
authorization for proposed rule making as follows:* 
Subdivision (c) of section 201.12 is 
hereby amended to read as follows: 
(c) Within seven working days after 
[service] receipt of exceptions, any party may 
file with the board an original and four copies 
of a response theretOj. or cross-exceptions and 
a brief in support thereof^, together with proof 
of service of a copy thereof upon each party to 
the proceeding. Within seven working days 
after receipt of cross-exceptions, any party 
may file an original and four copies of a 
response thereto, together with proof of 
service of a copy thereof upon each party to 
the proceeding. 
MLB:SMN:jbs 
Words in brackets are to be omitted. Underscored material 
is to be added. 
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